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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim4, 1 1 , and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 4, 1 1 ,and 23 recites the limitation wherein "said X represents a number of CPU to 
be load distributed in said multi-CPU receiving node, said X represents a base value for 
said modulo operation". The applicant gives different definition for X. 
For further examination, the examiner will consider only one definition, which is "X 
represents a number of CPU to be load distributed in said multi-CPU receiving node" 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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3. Claims1-14, 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Delaney et al Patent No 6795546, hereinafter (Delaney) 
With respect to claim 1 

Delaney teaches In a multi-CPU receiving node of a network (See figure 4 and 
columns, Iine10-18), a method for routing a SCCP (Signaling Connection Control Part) 
message to a specific CPU in said multi-CPU receiving node, comprising (See column 
3, line 55-61, where message can be a SCCP message): 

applying a mathematical function to information received in said SCCP message to 
obtain a result, said information including a first value obtained in a first field of said 
SCCP message and a second value obtained in a second field of said SCCP message 
(See column 4, lines 10-13, where information from a first and second field of the SCCP 
message are used to calculate a sequence value, which in turn is used in a calculation 
to obtain a result for the Offset value. Also see equation 1 on column 8, which is applied 
to information received); and employing said result to route said SCCP message to said 
specific CPU (See column 8, where the offset value, which in turn is used in fig 7, step 
ST4-7 to determine specific processor, and in step ST8, the message is routed to the 
designated processor) 
With respect to claim 2 and 5 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claiml for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches first value represents a Signaling Link Selection 

(SLS) value; said second value represents an OPC (Originating Point Code) value. (See 

column 4, lines 10-14, where message comprise a SLS value and an OPC value) 
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With respect to claim 3 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 2 for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches applying includes performing a modulo operation 

on said first value and said second value (see column 8, lines 55-60, where SLS and 

OPC are added) 

With respect to claim 4 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 3 for the reason above 
Delaney further teaches modulo operation is Mod(x) (Y + Z) 
wherein said X represents a number of CPU to be load distributed in said multi-CPU 
receiving node, said X represents a base value for said modulo operation, said Y 
represents said SLS value, said Z represents said OPC value, and said Y+Z represents 
an operand for said modulo operation. (Column 10, lines 55-65, where SLS and OPC 
are binary added to determine the offset value needed to select the appropriate 
processor, also see equation 1 in column 8, where offset value is based on the number 
E of equipped processor associated with a service) 
With respect to claim 6 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 3 for the reason above 
Delaney further teaches a mathematical function represents a function that provides a 
deterministic result when said first value is a first specific number and said second value 
is a second specific number (See column 8, line 55-60, where sequence identifier (v), 
which is a deterministic value, as it allow to calculate the offset value); is calculated by 
adding the OPC and SLS). 
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With respect to claim 7 

Claim 7 appears to recite the same limitation as claim 1 and 6 combine, except for a 
programmable logic device comprise inside the multi-CPU node that perform the above- 
mentioned limitation. 

Delaney disclose a multi-CPU node in a network communication that comprise 
programmable logic modules, integrated circuits, software and processor that perform 
the above mentioned limitations. (See fig 4,5 for the multi-CPU nodes, as well as 
column 5, lines 10-30, where a description of the node is given as well as its function) 
With respect to claim 8 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 7 for the reason above 

Claim 8 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 6, except for the programmable 

logic to perform the above limitation 

Delaney discloses a multi-CPU node in a network communication that comprises 
programmable logic modules that perform the above-mentioned limitations. (See fig 4,5 
for the multi-CPU nodes, as well as column 5, lines 10-30, where a description of the 
node is given as well as its function, also see claim 26) 
With respect to claim 9 and 10 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 8 for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches said second value represents an OPC (Originating Point Code) 
value, and first value represents a Signaling Link selection (SLS) (See column 4, lines 
10-14, where message comprise a SLS value and a OPC value) 
With respect to claim 1 1 
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Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 10 for the reason above 

Claim 1 1 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 4, except for the programmable 

logic to perform the above limitation 

Delaney discloses a multi-CPU node in a network communication that comprises 
programmable logic modules that perform the above-mentioned limitations. (See fig 4,5 
for the multi-CPU nodes, as well as column 5, lines 10-30, where a description of the 
node is given as well as its function, also see claim 26) 
With respect to claim 12 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 7 for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches performing a table look up which is related to the deterministic 

value (See column 10, lines 60-66, as well as column 9, lines 10-15,line 22-26). It is 

inherent that the program to perform the table look up is store in a programmable logic 

(See column 5, lines 10-30) 

With respect to claim 13 and 14 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 12 for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches said second value represents an OPC (Originating Point Code) 

value, and first value represents a Signaling Link selection (SLS) (See column 4, lines 

10-14, where message comprise a SLS value and a OPC value) 

With respect to claim 20 

Claim 20 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 1, except for an article of 
manufacture comprising a storage device having readable code to perform the above 
limitation. 
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Delaney disclose a network node comprising memory which have software residing in 
them to perform the above limitation (See fig 4,5, as well as column 5, lines 15-30) 
With respect to claim 21 and 24 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 20 for the reason above 

Delaney further teaches first value represents a Signaling Link Selection 

(SLS) value; said second value represents an OPC (Originating Point Code) value. (See 

column 4, lines 10-14, where message comprise a SLS value and an OPC value) 

With respect to claim 22 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 20 for the reason above 
Claim 22 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 3 

With respect to claim 23 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 22 for the reason above 
Claim 23 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 4 
With respect to claim 25 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 20 for the reason above 
Claim 25 appears to recites the same limitation as claim 6 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
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subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



4. Claims 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Delaney et al Patent No 6795546, hereinafter (Delaney), further in view of Grewal et al, 
Patent No 5592672, (hereinafter Grewal) 
With respect to claim 1 5 

Delaney teaches In a multi-CPU receiving node of a network (See figure 4 and 
column5, Iine10-18), a method for routing a SCCP (Signaling Connection Control Part) 
message to a specific CPU in said multi-CPU receiving node, comprising (See column 
3, line 55-61, where message can be a SCCP message): 

applying a mathematical function to information received in said SCCP message to 
obtain a result, said information including a first value obtained in a first field of said 
SCCP message (See fig 7,where after message is received on step ST1 , a first field 
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and a second field information are computed on step ST4 and ST5, as well as equation 
1 on column 8, applied to information received) 

Delaney further teaches said mathematical function further ensuring that messages 
belonging to a given SCCP message stream are routed to a single CPU of said multi- 
CPU receiving node; and employing said result to route said SCCP message to said 
specific CPU. (See fig 7, step ST6 where offset value of message from SCCP are used 
to select processor, and step ST8, where message is routed to selected processor). 
Delaney does not teach said mathematical function ensuring that a load on any CPU in 
said multi-CPU receiving node differs by no more than 25% when sampled over a 
continuous 24-hour period from a load on any other CPU in said multi-CPU receiving 
node that is designated for load sharing SCCP message processing, 
Grewal, which is in the same field of endeavor, (System for load balancing between 
message processor), disclose a message distribution process which based on 
deterministic rules is capable of equally (difference is less than 25%) distributing load 
across multiple processor in a network environment (See column 4, lines 55-65) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to evenly distribute load across multiple processor in order to minimize traffic 
congestion from multiple sources at multiple outgoing processor where the traffic arrive 
randomly (See column 1, lines 10-15) 
With respect to claim 16 and 17 

Delaney as modified by Grewal teaches the limitation of claim 15 for the reason above 
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Delaney further teaches said second value represents an OPC (Originating Point Code) 
value, and first value represents a Signaling Link selection (SLS) (See column 4, lines 
10-14, where message comprise a SLS value and a OPC value) 
With respect to claim 18 and 19 

Delaney teaches the limitation of claim 1 5 for the reason above. 
Delaney does not teach said mathematical function ensuring that a load on any CPU in 
said multi-CPU receiving node differs neither by no more than 5% nor 2%when sampled 
over a continuous 24-hour period from a load on any other CPU in said multi-CPU 
receiving node that is designated for load sharing SCCP message processing, 
Grewal, which is in the same field of endeavor, (System for load balancing between 
message processor), disclose a message distribution process which based on 
deterministic rules is capable of equally (difference is less than 5% and 2%) distributing 
load across multiple processor in a network environment (See column 4, lines 55-65) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to evenly distribute load across multiple processor in order to minimize traffic 
congestion from multiple sources at multiple outgoing processor where the traffic arrive 
randomly (See column 1, lines 10-15) 



Conclusion 
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5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clement N. Tedom whose telephone number is (571) 
270-01827. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Garber can be reached on (571) 272-2194. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




